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All Participants: Status of Application: After-final 



(1 ) Tiffany A Fetzner , (3) . 

(2) Attorney Kennett) W. Fafral<Rea. no. 50,689 . (4) . 

Date of Interview: 9 August 2004 Time: ZOSpm 

Type of Interview: 

13 Telephonic 

□ Video Conference 

□ Personal (Copy given to: □ Applicant □ Applicant's representative) 

Exhibit Shown or Demonstrated: □ Yes S No 
If Yes, provide a brief description: 

Part I. 

Rejection(s) discussed: 

None 

Claims discussed: 

tlie after-final addition or earlier withdrawn claim 46, whict) appears to contradict the after-final amendments made to after-final 
amended claim 2. 

Prior art documents discussed: 

None 

Part II. 

SUBSTANCE OF INTERVIEW DESCRIBING THE GENERAL NATURE OF WHAT WAS DISCUSSED: 

See Continuation Sheet 



Part III. 

13 It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
directly resulted in the allowance of the application. The examiner will provide a written summary of the substance 
of the interview in the Notice of Allowability. 

□ It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the Interview, since the interview 
did not result in resolution of all issues. A brief summary by the examiner appears in Part II above. 
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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was discussed: The 
examiner contacted applicant's attorney to discuss after-final previously withdrawn claim 46, which due to applicant's 
amendments to after-final amended claim 2, is now rejoinable, but seemingly contradicts the amendments made to 
claim 2. The applicant clarified for the examiner that in claim 46 it is the driving means and not the first, second, or third 
coil that are overlapped. The attorney granted the examiner permission to amend claim 46 to clarify in claim 46 that it 
is the driving means and not the coils that are overlapped, and to add the previously withdrawn dependent claims 20- * 
26, 30,32-34, and 39-41 , back into the application by examiner's Amendment. The examiner was thanked for her time. 



